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DETAILED ACTION 

Acknowledgements 

1 . This action is responsive to Applicants' amendments received 12 February 2009. 

2. This action has been assigned paper number 200905 1 3 for reference purposes only. 

3. Claims 85-87, 89-91, 93, 95-105, 124-132, and 138-147 are pending and have been 
examined. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The Examiner has considered the Information Disclosure Statement filed 6 February 
2009. However, it is noted that cite number 6 belongs in the Foreign Patent Documents section, 
as it is a Japanese Patent document. Also, as only the summary is in English, the Examiner can 
only properly consider that part of the submission. 

Specification 

5. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 C.F.R. § 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: 

a. "indexing tracking ID" in at least claim 85; 

b. "indexing tracking ID request" in at least claim 85; 

c. "tracking identification string allocation module" in at least claim 124; 

d. "tracking number request module" in at least claim 142; 

e. "USPS delivery confirmation code" in at least claim 147. 
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6. These objections are not to be confused with rejections under 35 U.S. C. 112 1 st paragraph 
for new matter. The authority for these objections comes from the rule 37 C.F.R. § 1 .75(d)(1) as 
noted in MPEP § 608.01(o): "Note that examiners should ensure that the terms and phrases used 
in claims presented late in prosecution of the application (including claims amended via an 
examiner's amendment) find clear support or antecedent basis in the description so that the 
meaning of the terms in the claims may be ascertainable by reference to the description, see 37 
C.F.R. § 1.75(d)(1)." Applicant should (1) amend their specification to include the above phrases 
OR (2) amend the claims so the phrases correspond to the ones used in the specification. Either 
way, Applicant is reminded that no new matter may be added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 1 st Paragraph 

7. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

8. Claim 85-87, 89-91, 93, 95-105, 124-132, and 138-147 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The 
claims contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

9. Claims 85 and 124 recite "a digital signature derived from the indexing tracking ID." 
The most relevant sections of Applicants' disclosure appear to be Table 2 and a section of 
paragraph [0098], which are provided below: 
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[0098] . . .The "Signature" is the digital signature of items 1-13. It should be noted, 
however, that the digital signature can be derived from any combination of the items, 
provided that the unique tracking number is included in the digital signing process. 

None of the elements 1-13 in the above table are an "indexing tracking ID" as is claimed. As 

noted above, the phrase "indexing tracking ID" does not appear in Applicants' specification. 

The phrase "indexing tracking ID" does appear in the original claims. However, it is not related 

to a digital signature. 
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10. Claim 147 recites "a digital signature derived from a USPS delivery confirmation code." 
Again, the Examiner refers to Table 2 and paragraph [0098]. "USPS delivery confirmation 
code" does not appear in the table or paragraph. As also noted above, the phrase "USPS delivery 
confirmation code" does not appear in Applicants' specification. Claim 144 contains a similar 
limitation and is rejected under the same basis 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 2 nd Paragraph 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

12. Claims 93 and 124-146 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

13. Claim 93 is indefinite because the naming used fails to clearly set out the subject matter 
for which Applicants seek patent protection. Claim 93 recites the limitation "the indexing 
tracking ID" in line 7. Claim 85, from which claim 93 depends, recites "an indexing tracking 
ID" in line 6. This indexing tracking ID is in response to "a first indexing tracking ID request" 
as named in claim 93. There is also a "second indexing tracking ID request" in line 4 of claim 
93. The recited "indexing tracking ID" in line 7 is in response to this second request. If the first 
and second requests are the same, as the naming implies, they each should each have an indexing 
tracking ID returned. These indexing tracking IDs should be different. However, as claimed, 
they are recited as being the same. One of ordinary skill in the art would not understand if there 
are two IDs or just one that is provided in response to two separate requests. 
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14. Claim 124 is indefinite because one of ordinary skill in the art would not know whether 
there is only one end user computer or multiple end user computers. In line 2, the claim recites 
"an end user computer." In line 1 1, the claim recites "the end user computer." However, in line 
7, the claim recites "one of the end user computers." One of ordinary skill in the art would not 
understand from the language used in the claim if there is only one end user computer or a 
plurality of end user computers. As the Examiner has found more evidence to support there 
being only one end user computer, when applying the prior art, the interpretation that there is 
only one end user computer has been used. 

15. The Examiner finds that because claims 93 and 124-146 are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 1 12 2 nd paragraph, it is impossible to properly construe claim scope at this time. See Honeywell 
International Inc. v. ITC, 68 USPQ2d 1023, 1030 (Fed. Cir. 2003) ("Because the claims are 
indefinite, the claims, by definition, cannot be construed."). However, in accordance with MPEP 
§2173.06 and the USPTO's policy of trying to advance prosecution by providing art rejections 
even though these claim are indefinite, the claims are construed and the art is applied as much as 
practically possible. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

16. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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17. Claims 85-87, 89-91, 93, 95-105, 124-132, and 138-147, as understood by the Examiner, 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Whitehouse (US 6,005,945) in 
view of An Introduction to Cryptography. 

18. As to claim 85, 124, 132, 140, 141, 142, , and 147, Whitehouse shows: 

f. In a vendor-controlled centralized postage-issuing computer system 102, a 
method of processing a mail piece, comprising: 

g. receiving ("Provide User Inputs," Figure 3), at the vendor-controlled centralized 
postage-issuing computer system, an indexing tracking ID request (the serial number is 
part of the indicium, Table in column 13, therefore it is requested along with the request 
for the indicium) and a first postage indicium request (Figure 5A, step 200), directed 
from an end user computer ("User Computer," Id.); 

h. allocating an indexing tracking ID for the end user computer (Figure 5 A, step 
214); 

i. generating data corresponding to a postage indicium 215 at a vendor-controlled 
centralized postage issuing computer system (Figure 6) in response to the postage 
indicium request (Figure 13, step 600), the postage indicium being associated with a mail 
piece (printed on it; Column 13, lines 56-60) and configured for processing through the 
United States Postal Service (USPS) ("The present invention also provides the technical 
means for postal agencies such as the USPS;" Column 1, lines 43-49), wherein the data 
corresponding to the postage indicium comprises a digital signature ("digital signature 
signed with user's private key," Figure 5A, step 200) 
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j. storing the data corresponding to the postage indicium within a database of the 
vendor- controlled centralized postage issuing computer system (Figure 4, element 174) 
such that the indexing tracking ID (Piece Number/Serial Number, Column 1 1 , line 21) is 
associated with the data corresponding to the postage indicium and the indexing tracking 
ID is usable as an index for the data corresponding to the postage indicium (Column 13, 
lines 38-40); 

k. transmitting the indexing tracking ID (as part of the indicium, Column 13, lines 
20-22) to the end user computer 104 (Figure 6); 

1. receiving, at the vendor-controlled centralized postage issuing computer system, a 
postage indicium request directed from the USPS 180 (Figure 4 & Columns 8-9, lines 63- 
12), wherein the second postage indicium request contains the indexing tracking ID 
(serial number; Id.); 

m. retrieving the data corresponding to the postage indicium from the database based 
on the indexing tracking ID received from the USPS (Id.). 

19. Whitehouse does not expressly show: 

n. a digital signature derived from the indexing tracking ID; 

o. a digital signature derived from a USPS delivery confirmation code; 

p. a digital signature from a data set that includes the indexing tracking ID and not a 

delivery zip code for the mail piece. 

20. However, An Introduction to Cryptography shows that any data can be incorporated into 
a digital signature and by the use of the digital signature, the data is verified (Pages 18-19 & 
Figure 1-6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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of the invention to have modified the teachings of Whitehouse to include the indexing tracking 
ID or the USPS delivery confirmation code in the digital signature in order to verify the ID or 
code as well as the originator (Id.). 



21. As to claims 86 and 125, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID is unique within the USPS for at least one year (unique without 
a time period is interpreted as being unique for all time periods, which clearly extends past one 
year; Column 13, lines 38-40). 

22. As to claims 87 and 126, Whitehouse further shows: 

the data corresponding to the postage indicium comprises data representative of one or 
more items selected from the group consisting of postage amount, date and time of postage 
information creation, service class, optional data advance, and delivery zip code (column 11, 
lines 18-29). 

23. As to claim 89, Whitehouse further shows: 

transmitting the digital signature with the data corresponding to the postage indicium 
from the vendor-controlled centralized postage issuing computer system to the end user 
computer (Id.). 



24. 



As to claims 90 and 128, Whitehouse further shows: 
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the digital signature is derived by applying a private key to the data corresponding to the 
postage indicium (Column 13, lines 41-46). 

25. As to claims 91, 129, and 130, Whitehouse further shows: 

the digital signature is derived within a physically secure coprocessor device (Id.). 

26. As to claims 93 and 131, Whitehouse further shows the USPS requesting by the ID, the 
data to verify the indicium from the central server (Figure 8). 

27. As to claim 95, Whitehouse further shows: 

transmitting, from the vendor-controlled centralized postage-issuing computer system to 
the USPS, the data corresponding to the postage indicium after retrieving the data corresponding 
to the postage indicium (Columns 8-9, lines 63-12, inherently, the data has to be retrieved locally 
before it can be sent to another device). 

28. As to claim 96, Whitehouse further shows: 

q. generating a plurality of postage indicium data sets (in the transaction database 
174), each data set comprising data corresponding to a postage indicium associated with a 
mail piece (column 8, lines 59-62); 

r. associating a plurality of indexing tracking IDs with the plurality of postage 
indicium data sets (Column 11, lines 10-29); and 

s. storing the plurality of postage indicium data sets within the database 174. 
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29. As to claims 97, 139, and 144, Whitehouse shows as discussed above, but does not 
expressly show: 

the indexing tracking ID is a USPS delivery confirmation code. 

30. Nevertheless, the differences are only found in the non-functional descriptive material 
and are not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do they alter the recited structural 
elements. The recited method steps would be performed the same regardless of the specific data 
code used. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the specific data code 
used. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art 
in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP. 2106. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the teachings of Whitehouse to substitute the USPS delivery confirmation code for the 
piece number or serial number disclosed in order to allow for closer integration with the USPS. 

31. As to claim 98, Whitehouse further shows: 

the postage indicium request is received from the USPS over the internet (Column 8, 
lines 23-29). 



32. 



As to claim 99, Whitehouse further shows: 
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transmitting the retrieved data corresponding to the postage indicium from the vendor- 
controlled centralized postage-issuing system to the USPS over the internet (Figure 4, 
communications interface 152 being an internet connection). 

33. As to claim 100, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID and the data corresponding to the postage indicium are 
transmitted to the end user computer in a format that enables the end user computer to print a 
one-dimensional bar code representative of the indexing tracking ID and a two-dimensional bar 
code representative of the data corresponding to the postage indicium (Column 15, lines 18-21). 

34. As to claims 101, Whitehouse further shows: 

transmitting the retrieved data corresponding to the postage indicium over the internet 
such that the data can be displayed at the USPS (Figure 4, communications interface 152 being 
an internet connection as stated in Column 8, lines 23-29). 

35. As to claim 102, Whitehouse further shows: 

the postage indicium comprises either a meter number or an account number that is not 
part of the indexing tracking ID (Column 12, lines 57-64). 



36. 



As to claim 103, Whitehouse further shows: 
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the data corresponding to the postage indicium is a subset (Column 13, Table of indicium 
elements) of a larger data set corresponding to the postage indicium (Columns 10-11, lines 45- 
29). 

37. As to claim 104, Whitehouse further shows: 

the indexing tracking ID and the data corresponding to the postage indicium are 
transmitted from the vendor-controlled centralized postage issuing computer system to the end 
user computer over the internet and the postage indicium request is received from the USPS over 
the internet (Figure 4, communications interface 152 being an internet connection as stated in 
Column 8, lines 23-29). 

38. As to claims 105 and 138, Whitehouse further shows: 

the data corresponding to the postage indicium comprises a meter number or an account 
number that is not part of the indexing tracking ID (Column 12, lines 57-64). 

39. As to claim 127 and 143, Whitehouse further shows: 

deriving a digital signature from the data corresponding to the postage indicium (Id.); 
associating the digital signature with the data corresponding to the postage indicium ("The 
encryption key ID indicates which key was used to generate the digital signature," Id.); and 
storing the digital signature and the data corresponding to the postage indicium within the 
vendor-controlled centralized postage-issuing computer system (Column 13, lines 38-60). 
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40. As to claim 145, Whitehouse further shows: 

comparing the indexing tracking ID of the retrieved data corresponding to the postage 
indicium with the indexing tracking ID received in the second postage indicium request from the 
USPS (Column 22, lines 44-51). 

41. As to claim 146, Whitehouse further shows: 

transmitting, from the vendor-controlled centralized postage-issuing computer system to 
the USPS, an indication of whether the indexing tracking ID of the retrieved data corresponding 
to the postage indicium and the', indexing tracking ID received in the second postage indicium 
request received from the USPS are the same (Column 22, lines 52-57). 

Response to Arguments 

42. Applicant's arguments filed 12 February 2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

43. Applicants argue : 

44. "The present claims are not directed to the use of this postage indicium serial number. To 
the contrary, the present claims are directed to the use of an indexing tracking ID, i.e., an ID used 
for tracking purposes (e.g., a USPS delivery confirmation code) that is allocated upon request by 
the end user" (Remarks, Page 13, Paragraph 2). 



45. Examiner's response : 
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46. Whether or not it is Applicants' intent to draft claims that allow the serial number to read 
on the indexing tracking ID claimed, it is shown as performing the same functionality. A unique 
number on each piece of mail clearly allows for tracking according to that number. As discussed 
in the '945 patent, one of the advantages of the invention is: 

Mail Piece Tracking: Tracking of mail pieces can 
actually begin prior to the piece being actually 
physically transferred to the care of the postal 
agency. And, scanning requirements of the piece as it 
moves through the mail stream can be reduced as key 
data have already been collected at the instant the 
postage indicium was disseminated to the end user. 

(Whitehouse, Column 24, lines 46-53). 

47. Therefore, the serial number, being the only unique value, allows for tracking just as the 
USPS delivery confirmation code does. 

48. Applicants argue : 

49. "The end user computer has the option as to whether to request this indexing tracking ID 
for the postage transaction and may choose only to request the postage indicium. Thus, the 
method of the present claims relies on an integration of tracking ID's that is not present in the 
method disclosed by Whitehouse" (Remarks, Page 13, Paragraph 3). 
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50. Examiner's response : 

5 1 . The option of requesting or not requesting the ID is not claimed. If both values are 
shown in the instant claims, the arguments to the difference between the values would have more 
weight. Currently, a tracking value is claimed, and Whitehouse shows a tracking value. The 
Examiner agrees that two unique values are not shown by Whitehouse. Amending to show both 
values, provided there is support in the present disclosure, would likely overcome the present 
rejections. 

52. Applicants' other arguments have been considered, however, as they pertain to the 
amendments for which the grounds of rejection has been altered, they are considered moot. 

Conclusion 

53. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 C.F.R. §1.1 36(a). 

54. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

55. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOSHUA MURDOUGH whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3270. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 7:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 

56. If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Fischer can be reached on (571) 272-6779. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

57. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Joshua Murdough 
Examiner, Art Unit 3621 

/ANDREW J. FISCHER/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3621 



